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you wish at the same time to infer tJiat you depend upon a cause
which not only produces you, but also conserves you. Thus from the
fact that your lifetime falls into many parts, you infer that you
must be created in each one of them, on account of the mutual
independence that exists among them1. But consider if this can be
so understood. There are indeed certain effects ivhich, in order to
continue in existence and. never at any moment to fail, require the
continuous and efficient presence of the cause which started them. An
example of such an effect is the light of the sun (though effects of this
kind are not so much actually identical, but rather equivalent, as
in the case of a river its water is said to be). But there are other
things ivhich we see continue, not merely ivhen the cause ivhich they
acknowledge is no longer active, but, if you care, even when it is
destroyed and reduced to nothing. Of such a swt are things which
are procreated or manufactured, so many in number as to make it
distasteful to recount them ; but it suffices that you are one of these,
whatsoever the cause of your existence turn out to be. But, you-
maintain, the different parts of the time in which you exist do nob
depend on one another. Here we may object and ask, what thing
there is of which we can think, the parts of which are more inseparable
from one another 1 What thing has parts, the order and connection
of ivhich is more inviolable ? Is there anything in which there is less
power of detaching the prio1)* from the posterior of its parts, in which
they cohere mare closely and depend more on one another ? But not to
press this point, I ask what difference this dependence or independence
of the parts of time, which are external, successive and non-active,
makes to your production or reproduction ? Certainly nothing mwe
than the flow or passage by of the particles of water makes to the
production and reproduction of a rock past which the river flows.
But, you say, from the fact that you existed a little while ago it
does not follow that you must now exist. I quite agree: but this is
not because a cause is required to create you anew, but owing to the
fact that the cause is not held to be absent which might destroy you, or
because you ought not to have within you that weakness owing to
which you will finally cease to exist.

You allege that it is hence manifest by means of the light of
nature, that the distinction between creation and conservation is
solely a distinction of the reason2. But how is it manifest, except
perhaps in the case of light itself and similar effects ? You add that
you do not possess a power which is capable of bringing it to pass
1 Vol. i. p. 168, par. 2.                    a Ibid.